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In Brief — 

^Diplomacy is a registered trademark of Games Research, Inc., of Boston, Mass* 

Pages' 2-12 of this Issue were typed in late January, so some of the statements 
made therein may have been superseded by later' events. Also, this is a sort of 
"catch-uo" issue, in which we publish all the letters which have been squeezed out 
or overlooked in the past few Issues; we 1 !! keep up-to-date on lettered in future. 

Pages '13 thru 21 were typed' on an office typewriter, which' was suffering from 
various maladies; we hope they are all legible, but we expect there may be some ; 
problems, particularly on cage l£. 

The mass of letters and editorial comments squeezed out all of our usual material; 
the various listings, and other features will return with DPMA #30. 

Speaking of DPMA. -;F"30, remember the two symposia planned for this issue: "Missed 
Moves, Stand-By s, and Replacement Players", and "The Use and Misuse of Propaganda 
and the Press Release".. Deadline for these two symposia is extended to April 12. 
Please try to send us a few of 'your thoughts on the subjects to be covered.... 

The symposium on n Brannan ! s Rule, Convoys, and Multi-Coastal Provinces" is being 
extended to DPMu #31 * deadline May 11. Let's hear from you on this one, too.... 

Rod Walker asks that the following be announced: 11 , . . the assignment of Board- 
man Numbers is my private responsibility, inherited from Boardman, Wells, and Koning, 
and has nothing to do with any group or organization,, I will assign a number to any 
game which is 1 regular' in the sense that I defined It in ACHERON 1, page li. Note 
that the definition does not mention any interpretation of the'rules, and I would 
assign a number to any game, even one which uses the Changing of the Guard, or some 
other such nonsense, so long as the Gamesmaster regards it as a regular game. It 
may receive the V T prefix, however, to indicate^ substantial irregularities. This 
was Koning 1 s Idea, as you remember, and I think it was a good one J 1 

G.B. Dippy Div. 'z ines wi th openings (see Roster distrib. with TGL #20 for addresses): 
ALBION (Don Turnbull), Abstraction- AMtiRA ( Jeff Key), Regular; AUX ARMfiSL (Don/Mil- 
ler), Kypereconomic (Off -Board nations. Revolutionaries, Replacements for FRANCE, JAPAN ^ 
and future drop- outs); BRONTOSAURUS (Len Lakofka), Regular, Rajomacy, Barbaria, Khano- 
macyj DIPLODEUR (Bob Johnson), Regular; DIPLOPHOBL* (Don Miller), Regular; FUG 
(Larry Fong), Regular; HYDROPHOBIA (Don Miller), Scotice Scriuti; LA GUERR2 (Buddy 
Tretick), Regular, Air-Sea I, Naval Variant, 7 -Man. 7-Game Tournament; NUMENOR (Rod. 
Walker), Regular, Calhamer 5 -Man Game; PUGET SOUND GAZETTE (Hal Naus), Regular; 
THANGORODRIM (Bill McDuff ie) , Third Age, Barbaria, Youngst own Variant, Napoleonic 
Diplomacy; ' ZGIHIQUS (Rod Walker), Aberration IV. Bourses in DIPLODEIJR, SERENDIP . 



THE COURIER: Lettercol-Qmn 



I, UNETHICAL PRACTICES BY GM 1 S . : : 

Terry Kueh \ ■ (U Sep 69) 

/. . .How about these-,, -as. a., starter: 

1) . . Dropping a game, or, if the GM must quit, failing to find a ; new home for the 
' game. V (Obvious.) : 

2) Failing to provide an alternate -publication an d/or.' alternate GM if the GM is 
away for more than l| months, v br* is otherwise prevented from -publishing* 

3) Failing to • send ' something to players within three' days of each deadline, or, 
in extenuating circumstances:, - wi thin "one week, 

h) Charging game f ees.\ta; : ;some player s,- but not to others ■ (exception: winners of 

Contests). ;\. "■ '" 

5) Accepting late moves from some players, -but no t . from ot her s (this is not ob- 
vious — I'd wait an extra day -to get. a set of moves from a country with lU centers, 
but not from a country /clearly about to go under; it l .s *a -matter of ruining .the game, 
or having almost no effect on it) . , , , . - ' ' 

6) Tioping off players as to 'the intent of other players, (obvious.) 

7) Failing to correct, errors 1 he has... made. 

8) Falling to stick by his own rule-interpretations. 

9) Changing his ' rule-interpretatxons in mid-game (except with the consent of all 
the players) . ' " 

Is there anybody still up there. but Johfr'Boardman? 

((Has anyone players or Gamesmasters any more "Unethical GM Practices" to 
add to Terry's list? If so, please send them in. ; 

By and large, we agree with the unethical! ty of the practices Terry lists, 
with the oossible exception of number 3« We would change I! 3 days" to "within a 
reasonable time' 1 , with the word "reasonable" being interpreted according to (l) 
how many games the GM is running and (2) what sort of publishing interval the GM 
has established (in' print) for himself. Thus, we can see no reason (except ill- 
ness or the like) for a GM who is running only one game not getting the results 
to. the players within a few days after his deadline (3 days might be appropriate 
here)o However, for the GM who has a great many games (like this. writer) , an in- 
terval as short as three days would ore sent an impossible burden — we T d have to ■ 
take off from work in order to GM all the games and type the suencils and run off 
the T zine and collate and address it and mail it out — something we 1 re not about 
to do*... For us, a week is more like it. Players who desire almost immediate 
publication of results would have to steer clear of 1 zines with lots of games..... 

¥e also disagree, at least In part, with Terry ! s exception to item number 
We have sometimes, where we feM there may be extenuating circumstances involved, 
waited an extra day for moves ~- but when we do this, we accept ail late moves, 
and not just those from the stronger' players. However, this is a policy (i.e., 
accepting any late moves) which we are trying to steer clear of. Again, a GM 
with only one or two; games, might be able to adopt such a liberal policy and still 
get his 1 zine out in a reasonable time; but for the GM with lots of games, wait- 
ing for late moves 'can throw .him so far off schedule that e veryt hing is late.... 
If a GM allows sufficient time . between deadlines for normal activity, and sets forth 
provisions whereby players may protect themselves from missing deadlines -("General 
Orders", advance orders, etc.), then it is purely the responsibility of the player 
if his moves don T t reach the GM on time. What would happen in a real battle if a 
unit reached its designated position late because of a communications foulup??' 

One more point here -~ Some persons (e.g., Rod Walker in ACHERON #1) have been 
talking about declaring games to be "non-Regular" because the GM has done something 
they feel to be improper during the course of the game (In the above example, allow- 
ing the "Changing of the Guard" maneuver). We feel this would be grossly unfair to 
the players in the game — that, perhaps,. it would' be better to rate all games, in- 
cluding Variants, on some simple scale such as assigning, one point for a won game. 



and l/n (where n equals the number of drawing players) point- for a drawn game (we 
think this is the Calhamer Rating System, is it not'}) — and. the GM's perhaps should 
be the ones being rated on their practices. The problem here would be, who would 
rate the GM T s? One ■ GM criticizing another is generally taken quite badly by the 
one being criticized — and in the above example, Rod*s position as Chief of the 
Games Bureau Diplomacy Division and the appearance of his criticism in an official 
Bureau publication could affect the success of the GM being criticized in getting 
future players. One GM criticising another is sort of like one businessman criti- 
cising his competitor..*. And we can't leave it to the players, as few of them 
have played under a sufficient number of GM's to be able to make valid comparisons 
between their capabilities/ethicality/etc. Perhaps a committee of Game smasters V 
(This is one of the major problems to be resolved before any sort of "Garaesmaster 
Certification" system could be set up.) 

We 1 !! have more to. say on this subject either later in this issue or in the 
next DIPLOMA NIA, depending on how space holds out....)) 

II. ON THE "VARIANTS" AND "DIPLOMACY RUL£S" SY MPOSIA. 

Don Turnbull (10 Oct 69) 

•' . . Perhaps I didn't make myself clear on the variant question I agree 
that within the terms of reference of the symposium the question of "variance" is 
rather hard to define. However, surely the question concerning the variance of 
certain rules cannot be decided by one. Gamesmaster, or even a consortium of Games- 
masters, but by one 'authority only? And that authority must surely be Calhamer. 
It T s no use our talking about niggly things like "our game is not a variant because 
it employs Koning T s rule, and there is an example in the rule book examples of 
play", or "our game, is a variant because it employs Koning's rule which contra- 
dicts a nhrase in the text of the rule book". This is getting down to Bob John- 
son's argument — that any oostal Diolomacy game is a variant anyway since the' 
question of play by mail does not appear in the rules. Taken on .the very narrow . 
dictates of the question, it is impossible not to be variant,, in some respect or- 
to some degree. What we need is a broader look at the whole issue with the coopera- 
tion of the manufacturers, which of course is the means you propose anyway, and is 
very sensible, too. 

Far be it for me, as a new member of the Diplomacy "community", to try to 
teach the experienced Gamesmasters to suck eggs, but I come back to my original 
statement (which perhaps wasn T t so well qualified) that a lot of argument is going 
on about a -relatively simple matter. 

I would have thought that a select committee of Game sua sbors., acting in con- 
junction with Allan Calhamer and the manufacturers, could, solve the problem without 
too much difficulty. 

Incidentally, I see from the game listings that GRA.USTARK games are included 
with ERSHWON games (these are -only two examples, of the . point I want to make — I 
am not getting at either or both magazines in particular). However, I gather from 
the marvellous BROBDINGNAG 8b that GRAUSTARK does not allow Koning's rule, while 
ERSHWON does. Which then is. the variant? And how can they both be lister} nurW* 
"regular games" if Koning ! s rule is one of the points of dispute? ... 

I take your point about PAKLEMENT in the sense of a variant game; put in that 
way, it seems a very sensible method of cataloging. I suppose we should go formal 
and talk about game groups and sub-groups. 

Perhaps I jumped to too hasty a conclusion about Jared Johnson 1 s article — 
it's merely that the GENERAL seems to have been dominated with the sort of games- 
manship articles he writes, to the detriment of other articles perhaps of more 
value. Perhaps it 1 s just that no one writes for the GENERAL nowadays anyway. 

((Bravo I Like ALBION, Don Turnbull 1 s letters from Merrie Olde England are a breath 
of fresh air, clearing" away many of the cobwebs of controversy which hang about the 
field of Postal Diplomacy I 

You. have gotten right to the heart of the matter concerning "Variant" and 



"Regular" games. T /fc were going to comment at length on this subject in a response 
we were writing (as a Games Bureau Diplomacy Division member , and not as Games 
Bureau Chairman — all of our comments concerning and t,o Rod Walker are being made 
as a concerned member of the Division, rather than as a rebuke, from the Ghairman 
to his appointee, and are made in the spirit of friendly- discussion rather than 
vitriolic criticism) to statements made by Rod Walker in his ACHERON #1 (the new 
official organ of the Games Bureau Diplomacy Division)'..- But your letter provides 
ideal "comment hooks", which we can not let pass by without response, ... 

At first we were reservedly in favor of Rod*s attempt to derive a set of 
"rules" which would have to be followed by Division ^members, both in the sense of 
entrance requirements (and membership requirements), and in terms of defining, for A 
Division. purposes, what a "Regular" Diplomacy game was by -establishing, through 
vote. of the Division members, a set. of rule interpretations to be followed in all 
Bureau Regular games. Our reservations stemmed from the fact that we had been the ' 
most outspoken opponent of the now-dead International Diplomacy Federation (I.D.F*), 
and one of the main reasons for our opposition was their attempt to establish a 
set of rules for a "Regular" game, and by exclusion from I.D.F. rating and certifi- 
cation systems, to place a stigma upon all games/GM 1 s/magazines who/which did not' ' 
follow the I.D.F. rules. Our acceptance of Rod 1 s efforts was on the basis of our 
understanding that these rules were to be largely advisory rather than compulsory, 
and that his own personal definition of a "Regular" game was as broad-based as our 
own — i«e., that a "Regular" game was one in which the play of the game was not 
substantially altered from play in a game in which the Rulebook rules were 'followed , 
to a "T" (allowing for the fact that "substantially" is somewhat vague, and that 
the Rulebook rules are open to various interpretations) . Thus, most of the games 
being -played today (including 5-~Man games, games of Anonymity, and the like) which 
utilize the standard 7 -man Diplomacy map and a set of rules differing only in in- 
terpretation of the Rulebook rules would be "Regular", while such games as Twin- 
garths (which uses two boards), 9-Man games (which utilize substantially- altered 
maps), Middle-Earth games (which use a whole new scenario), and the like would be 
"Variants". (And games like those utilizing the "Spring Raid" would be sort of 
borderline — but, because the , differing rules would, if .utilized to a considerable 
extent during the game, produce substantially different play, we would tend to 
classify a "Spring Raid" game as Variant rather than Regular.) 

But Rod, in his ACHERON 1, seems to have narrowed the definition of "Regular" ■ 
game to the point where not only are games of Anonymity and the like excluded, but 
also games being run by John Boardman, Terry Kuch, Dave Johnston, and others. He 
has narrowed full Division membership to only those persons who are running " Regul ar" 
games, "as defined by the Permanent Rules", and has restricted voting on the Perman- 
ent Rules, and enforcement thereof, to Full members qnly. Thus, John Boardman, Dave 
Johnston, Terry Kuch, and. quite a few others are in essence forbidden voting mem- 
bership in the Division unless they bend their rules to conform to the Division 
rules — on which many of them probably never even had the chance to vote (this 
is particularly relevant in the case of new Gamesmasters) . The only way these 
persons can become voting members within the Division under the present rules 
would be for them to change their rules to apply to Division rules, then, once 
they are in the Division, fight the rules they don T t like from the inside. How- 
ever, results of the voting (i.e., names of persons voting and numerical re suits - 
of voting) which established, the Permanent Division Rules have yet. to be released, 
so we, as members, are unable to make rational decisions as to the possibility of 
specific rules being overthrown. 

Our own preference would be for the Division to be open to all , players and 
GM 1 s alike — with voting on specific issues generally being restricted to a com- 
mittee of GM's which has been elected by the membership at large* Certainly persons 
such as John Boardman, Terry Kuch,; and Dave Johnston have much to add to any Diplo- 
macy-oriented group, and their membership should be encouraged rather than dis- 
couraged. Any "consensus" which is reached without as broad a base of participation 
as possible is no consensus at all-..;- Our concern in the Division should . be the sti- 
mulation- of discussion and exchange of- : opinions, leading eventually to a consensus 



but a consensus reached through mutual examination of the issues involved, rather 
than a simple "yes"/ n no, "either"/"or", "black"/"white" vote* 

To this end; we would encourage a Division membership fee — and make this 
the only requirement for membership. As Games Bureau Chairman, if a Division fee 
is established, we are quite willing to waive the [requirement that Division mem- 
bers must also be Regular members of the Bureau. And we would like to see a 
Division 1 zine developed which serves three main purposes: (l) Dissemination of 
information concerning the Division; (2) Dissemination, of information concern- 
ing Diplomacy in general; (3) Provision of a forum for discussion of the various 
issues plaguing the field of Postal Diplomacy. We would .very much like to see, 
in fact , a series of Division "Forums" similar to the ..ones we are holding in DIPLO- 
MMIA. Such a magazine -would , essentially, render unnecessary most of the genzines 
or general information sections in many of "the individual Diplomacy magazines, and 
would allow -us : as GM 5 s- to concentrate on Gamesmastering, directing our efforts in 
other areas towards the Division 'sine. We could all write for such a 1 zine, con- 
fident that it 1 s . distribution would be larger than any of our individual 1 zines on 
its own, and that in it we would be reaching the largest possible audience. 

As far as the "Variant "/"Regular" controversy is concerned, Buddy Tretick has 
suggested a third classification — "Variations" — i.e., a Regular game , would be 
one which explicitly followed the Rulebook, a Variation something which did not 
follow the Rulebook explicitly but was substantially similar in play to a game 
which did follow the Rulebook, and a Variant something substantially different 
from a Regular game. To determine what a "Regular" game is, though, one of two 
things would have to be done: (l) The Rulebook . would have to be revised by Games 
Research to remove ambiguities and. make explicit the points of contention which 
now exist; or* (2) A consortium of Gamesmasters would have to present to Allan 
Calhamer a set of those points which need clarification, have him rule on each of 
them, and publish the rulings for all of the. Postal Diplomacy world to read. (We 
feel that if Rulebook revision does not occur, then method (2) is much more pre- 
ferable than some group like the Diplomacy Division setting its own rulings. We 
feel that a more valuable service for the Division to do would be to identify the 
points of contention, and then seek rulings by. Calhamer on them. Rulings by Cal- 
hamer would, be much more likely to be recognized and accepted by all of the GM 1 s 
than 'would rules adopted by a (with Boardmaii, Kuch, Johnston, and others absent) ,, 
non-renresentative group such as the Division.} 

Once a Regular game has been explicitly defined, it would then be up to the 
individuals compiling rating systems as to whether or not variations 1 are included 
in their systems. Or, for that matter, Variants,,.../ But a "central" rating sys- 
tem, such as one which could be set up for the Division using Calhamer 1 s simple 
system, should rate all games, and not just those which meet an arbitrary set of 
definitions. A person who sees a Variant game through to victory, in our opinion 
deserves just as much credit for winning the game as does a person winning a Regular 
game . 

To summarize, then, if .the N3F Diplomacy Division is to truly become a moving 
force in the world of Diplomacy, it must be a broad-based group, open to all, with 
plenty of room within it. for difference of opinion. It must 'not restrict itself 
only to a narrow group of conformists and' "yes-men" . It should provide a forum for 
discussion, and be a prime source of information, on the field. It should attempt 
to cover the entire field of Diplomacy, treating all games equally, particularly in 
such areas as rating .systems and the like. It should treat all Gamesmasters equal- 
Ijj regardless of whether they are' running "Regular", games, "Variations", or "Vari- 
ants". Until an acceptable system Is set up for rating GM 1 s, praise or censure of 
individual GM' s and/or magazines should. come from individuals rather than be made 
an official function of the Division. And the Division should take the lead In 
pinpointing problems to be solved in the field as a whole, and in suggesting or 
recommending solutions to them — or, in the case of rule revision, in making the 
aporopriate persons aware of the existence of the problems. The Division will be 
far more effective and valuable — If it can speak for the body of Diplomacy 
players/GM 1 s as a whole, rather than just a small group holding a single set of 
ooinions about various controversial sub jects. . . , 



• Now, getting back to Don lurnbull ! s letter .("It's about time I 11 , most of you 
say, with a loud sigh of relief) — 

Concerning Rulebook revision: As you can see from the above, we agree fully 
that it must- be .Calhamer who is the only/final authority on Rulebook interpretation; 
and we agree that Games Research and Galhamer together should make the necessary 
Rulebook revision*; However, Rod Walker has stated flatly that Galhamer will not 
agree to any Rulebook revision,- and Jeff Key, in LEBOR GABALA, explained a. bit of 
the problem when discussing a new controversy over non-ordered removals. It seems. 
that ■ Calhamer, when he sold the rights (or turned them over) to Games .Research, 
stipulated that no Rule changes could take place without his permission'. So G.R., . 
no matter how badly , they would; like to change the Rulebook, can not do so. without" 
Galhamer 1 s complicity. ■• -.In fact, we wrote to both Allan Calhamer and Games' "Re search, 
putting the question of Rulebook revision to them directly — and only Sames Re- 
search responded* (Their letter appears below.) Unless Galhamer will cooperate, 
then, we are whistling in the wind when we advocate Rulebook revision. 

Actually, we can*t understand Calhamer 1 s reluctance to agree to any revision 
of the Rulebook* Personally, we do not advocate changing the map (as Terry Kuch 
once remarked after playing on several different Variant maps', f! You can ! t appreciate 
how good a .job Calhamer did on the Diplomacy map until you try playing on Variant 
maps. 11 ); granted, there are some imperfections in terms of historical names, bounda- 
ries, and the like -~ but it would be hard to beat it in terms of playability. Nor 
do we advocate actually changing any of the rules, "What we do advocate is clarify- 
ing those rules about which there' is disagreement as to interpretation — such as 
Kerning* s Rule and the Victory Criterion,-, to name two and adding some additional 
material of an informational' and explanatory nature to better enable the serious 
olayer to 'understand the ohilosophy behind the .game' and to Incorporate Postal play 
as another form of the game.. In fact, it is not even really necessary to physically 
revise the Rulebook itself — merely publishing a supplement and making it available 
to future purchasers and to current owners (through the various sources which al- 
ready exist in. the Postal Diplomacy world — granted, we would not reach every set 
owner — .'but if they didn 1 t at some time 'come into contact with Postal Diplomacy, 
or with other persons who had- come into contact with same, It wouldn*t really 
matter whether they received the supplement or not*...) would suffice.)) 

John R. Moot, President, Games Research Inc> (6 Jan 70) 

. . . Concerning rule changes, I am finding -it difficult to get something defi- 
nitive done* Allan Galhamer does not seem inclined to work on the rule changes as 
I had hoped. Therefore at some point we must make" heads or tails out of all the 
recommendations that have .-/come in. Once the rules are revised, . they have to be 
approved by Allan Calhamer, and that undoubtedly will take some time. 

I do appreciate .all that you and others are doing for DIPLOMACY, and I agree 
that it is about- time we responded by doing something about the rules which cer- 
tainly are not clear on a number of points. Starting now, it seems that we could 
have rule changes by. .the end of the year, provided Mr. Galhamer does not prove, to. 
be an insurmountable obstacle. . . . ■. 

((Refer to the two paragraphs immediately preceding this letter for our comments.)) 

Rod Walker , (9 Jan 70) 

This is in reply to Dave Lindsay 1 s letter "in DIPLOMANIA 27- I agree, of 
course, with everything which you said in reply to that letter, but there were some, 
minor points which should be cleared up. 

First, Dave T s discussion of the victory criterion is all mixed up. The rules 
have never been revised on that ooint* The criterion in the summary sheet --.the 
18-supply center chestnut is used by only one GM, to' my knowledge: Buddy T re tick. 
Contrary to Dave 1 s statement, I do not use any such criterion, which I regard as 
ridiculous.. I ^do use, as do many GM T s, the requirement of 18 units , which is mere- 
ly my interpretation of the word "majority" in the Rulebook. At no time do. I use 
the rather poor Summary for my rulings. Finally, Dave's comment that "there should:.. 



be only one set of rules" is not well taken. There is only one set. The Summary 
is just that, a summary, and itself states that it is not a set of rules. 

Second r I; agree, with Dave that house-rules which are contrary to the printed 
Rules should be, given, the axe. / Koning 1 s Rule does not happen to be one of these. 
It IS; in the. Rules, as we all. well know. For those of your readers who have not 
been in on this debate before, I will mention that, in the Fall 1902 moves of the 
sample game ,. a . Koning ! s Rule situation occurs around Nwy and StP. I have heard ' 
the argument, that this, is merely the first recorded example of GM error, but Allan 
Calhamer has specifically said that the moves were correct and that the intent, of ■ 
the Rules, is to allow Koning 1 s Rule. Therefore, it is the GM T s who do not use •■ " 
Koning 1 s Rule who are- going against the Rules, unless they wish to ignore both-, 
the Rules themselves and the statements of their author and restrict themselves 
to a riarrow interpretation of a single sentence. 

I might .point out here, that I' have recently tested the opinions of those ' : 
(like John Boardman and, presumably, Dave Lindsay) who regard themselves as :T ' 
"literalists" . who use the Rulebook, the whole Rulebook (except the Sample Game, 
of course), and nothing but the Rulebook. The chief argument against Koning ; s 
Rule, of course, is that the absolute strict specific letter of the Rules doesn ? t 
say it applies. Now, if the literalists insist on that sort of method of inter- 
preting the Rules, they must apply it in all cases, as you know, I printed in a 
recent SREHWON a well-known sentence from the Rules, If taken literally , it means 
that support can be cut only if the supporting unit and the unit whose attack would 
cut the support are located in provinces (i„e., not' in bodies of water). Strangely-' 
enough, John Boardman 1 s reaction was exactly what mine is — that the rule is mi's-' 
printed, and that it means to apply to units regardless of location, John naively 
wonders why I should have brought the point up at all. Yet this interpretation is 
exactly contrary to the interpretation he gives the passage relevant to Koning 1 s 
Rule. I regard this attempt to have his cake and eat it too as typical of the .. 
real basis of the llteralist position — the narrowly restrictive interpretations 
of various passages are simply a reflection of a somewhat irrational opposition to 
Interpretations based on careful analysis of the Rules, both what they do say and ' 
what they do not say, 

Dave's suggestion on a section to help novices has merit; however, GR will 
obviously never publish such a thing, as it would be quite lengthy (or It would be 
worthless) and raise the cost of the game quite a bit* Furthermore, there are cir- 
cumstances under which an attack normally unwise is a very good Idea. 

Finally, Dave's sudden seeming supoort for the 11 realist 11 position is, In my 
opinion, wrong-headed. To criticise the Rules because they are not n r«in1i^.i c n J a 
not to criticise them at all. Nobody said Diplomacy was a slum! atlon; it is a : 
game » Anybody who wants realism can go to Viet Nam or Biafra* The rules which 
Dave complains of are both logical and good for the game, 

(1) He objects to allowing a unit in province X to stand when two countries 
order Al-X with support of A2. He is assuming, oerhaps, that each Al is hostile 
to the unit now In X. This Is not a reasonable assumption. If one of them is 
friendly, then "realism" demands a. different re suit,- '-'does it not? Obviously, set- 
ting up rules which operate sometimes and do not operate sometimes, depending on 
who hates xtfhom, is somewhat silly. It asks for unbelievable complication, confu- 
sion, and complexity, and creates a game which nobody in his right mind would want 
to play. • 

(2) He objects that a Changing of the Guard cannot take place (e.g., A Mar- 
Pie, F Pie-Mar)* Your arguments, Don., are quite good. I might also point out that 
If A Mar and F Pie are from hostile nations, allowing them to exchange would be 
very unrealistic. So, again, we are faced with a suggestion which is predicated 

on the imolication that the Rules have to determine who ! s fighting whom. You simply 
don*t have a playable game with rules of that sort. The rule which forbids direct 
exchanges of units is therefore a wise one. On your showing, Don, it is also a 
realistic one. 

I might also add that I am very much opposed to a new edition of the Rules, for 
the reasons given; in the first issue of WOMSNORo Far more effective, and equitable. 



will be the voluntary standardization of important questions by operating GM ! s. 

One more point re the symposium: A couple ox comments on Bob Johnson 1 s (and 
indirectly Fred Davis 1 ) comments on the board. Given that there are geographical 
errors, which are very minor, on the board, I do not see that there is a problem. 
I disagree strongly with -Bob that "when all other tilings a re -equal, /Germany, Italy, 
and Austria/ always lose J 1 All the countries have an equal chance; however, the 
players of the countries in the cellar have opted for good strategies less often. 

The changes suggested in Turkey and France are not very good ones. Putting 
the Turkish F.at Con cramps Turkey utterly* He is put in a position of choosing 
between Bui and Bla — and if he takes Bui it must be with the weakest possible 
unit, the fleet. His changes' for France deny to France an Atlantic alternative. 
With his fleet in Mar, and no supply center on the Atlantic coast, France is no 
longer in a oosition to attack .England* 

The board, it seems to me, is best left alone. There are no major Droblems — - 
and you can always make changes that intrigue you for a variant — so why worry? 

((Most of our comments to the above letter would be the same as the ones we made 
following Don Turnhull's letter, so we 1 11 not repeat them here. Suffice it to s&y 
that we are in general agreement with what Rod has to say. However, we cannot 
agree fully that a section on strategy (in general) would not be of help to the 
novice general strategic guidelines would prove quite helpful to someone who 
has never clayed before. After all, isn't It generally true that one must know 
what the "rules 11 are before one breaks them? Certainly there will be exceptions 
to all" strategies — but this doesn*t lower the value of the strategies. Perhaps 
a full sample game or two, annotated by Calhamer or some other highly experienced 
player,, might be the best a po roach to introducing the novice to the strategies in- 
volved In the game. And such an addition need not be incorporated directly ■ into 
the Rulebook — why not make It available as- a mimeographed suuplement, similar 
to the one we suggested for: rule Interpretations and, perhaps, information on 
Postal play and on Postal contacts? Thus cost would be negligible. 

And, of course, we do feel that there should; -be either (l) a new edition of 
the Rules, minus the ambiguity in the present version, or (2) a supplement, pre- 
ferably prepared in consort with Allan Calhamer/ clarifying the various points of 
dispute which exist with respect to the current Rulebook <> 

Instead of changing the map, there Is one change In the Rules which might .. 
possibly satisfy many of the points made by those -suggesting change, oarticularly 
with resoect to France and Turkey — allow choice. of -builds at the beginning of 
the game (e.g*, there would be a "build" season at the start of the game, during 
which France could build a Fleet at Mar and a Fleet .at Bre, or a Fleet at Mar and 
an Army at Bre, or a Fleet at Bre and an Army at Mar, or Armies at both Bre and 
Mar (in all cases, of course^ with an Army at Paris), as he chose). Choice of 
builds would allow for considerably more variation in opening game strategy, and 
would provide a flexibility to the play which would make many of the suggested 
map changes unnecessary,)) 

III V ■ ON MISCELLANEOU S SUBJEC TS 0 

Dan' Alderson (Undated) 

... A little history of the LASFS Dippy 'zines. In days of yore, there ; . 
were organized four LASFS Diplomacy games,, The various players would get together 
at (later, after) the weekly LASFS meetings for the weekly moves in the games. The 
first and second such games were ably chronicled throughout their lifetimes by Bruce 
Pelz in his 1 zines 7/ORLDIP and WITT) IP, respectively. I now quote the reasoning be- 
hind these titles from WITDIP SPECIAL #2: "yhen the LASFS started its first one- 
move»per-week game, I published the moves under the title of -'WorlDip 1 * The words 
■ :! ¥orld Diplomacy T total 1)4 letters; 'WorlDip 1 totals seven. As LASFS has long 
been known in fandom as 'The Half World 1 , it seemed appropriate to use WORLDIP as 
'Half World Diplomacy 1 In two senses of the phrase. Then, when the second game 



started^ the moves were made so haphazardly and wildly — and the press releases 
were so weird — that I used part of the same analogy and called it WITDIP — 
'Half Wit Diplomacy 1 , Had I had the time to do the publications for the other 
two games, they would have been called AZZDIP, again using the analogy, and then, 
discarding- the analogy completely' to throw a curve to the players and readers, 
SHEEPDIP. But I had hardly enough time for the two I was doing, so thes-e didn't 
get published. 11 The third and fourth games were, at best, confused. The third 
game to be organised (thus, number three) started after the fourth, so that the 
latter was termed number two-and-a-half. This peculiarity led the chronicler of 
Game 2.$, 3d Baker, to name his publication TUPPENCE-HA 1 PENNY. The chronicler 
for Game 3> Bill Blackbeard, decided to name his ] zine L^. G^ZElTiS D 1 EUROPE . Both 
games, 2.5 and 3> arrived at- Spring 1903 simultaneously, chaotically fumbled into 
Pall 1903, and were simultaneously abandoned. By no means all "of the moves in 
these games were documented: there were only two issues of TUPPEMCE-hLi T PENNY, 
covering Spring and Fall 1901, and only one issue of LA GAZETTE D 1 EUROPE, cover- 
ing Soring 1903- (Blackbeard thinks that there may have. been. one more, earlier, 
issue of LA GAZETTE D 7 EUROPE, -.but I was around at the time, playing in Game 2.5 : . ' : 
and buying any and all game f zines, and I only got the Spring 1903 issue. Fur- 
ther, none of the then players, including Blackbeard, now has any but the Spring 
1903 issue. I doubt that the earlier issue ever existed.) Two other ' zines 
emerged from Games 2.5 and 3- .Published by Phil Castora, they were both, like 
TUPPENC 5- HA T PENNY and LA GAZETTE D 1 EUROPE, one-page f zines; in fact, they were 
published on opposite sides' of a single sheet of paper. They were: ASDIP (AsDip, 
see Pelz's AZZDIP above), giving the Spring 1903 moves in Game 2.5, and MUTINY f/'l, 
IT being a sort of substitute SheepDip", giving the Spring 1903 moves in Game 3 (yes, 
againl). Of all these /elnes, only WITDIP (in the form of WITDIP SPSGIAL in N' ! APA) 
was ever distributed other than to local LASFS Diplomacy teams, as far as I know, 
although some collectors may by now have gotten some of them. 

((Thanks for the very informative letter, Dan. It goes a long -ways towards clearin 
uo the "mystery 11 surrounding the elusive LASFS Diplomacy fzines. Now, if anyone ■ 
has a set (complete) of LVSF5 Dippy 1 zines he ! d like to part with...,)) 

Charles Wells (27 Sep 69) 

I agree with your answer to Don Turnbull concerning variants. .Practically 
all gamesmasters use rules which flatly contradict the rulebook, and even if they 
did not, one would still have trouble with those situations .In which the rulebook 
is not clear. 

One rule, by the way, that most people use that contradicts the rulebook is 
the one which says you can 1 1 cut your own support. At one time, EVERY gauto^mp.^tpr- 
ruled that way -~ one of the few examples- of unanimity in postal Diplomacy. ('I 
now rule with the rulebook, mainly out ..of perversity.) 

I also agree with you that Parlement can be considered a member of the "Diplo- 
macy family" of games. 

((Sorry; this extract from a longer letter . from Charles should have appeared In 
Section II rather than Section III « but the main part of the letter was con- 
cerned with Brannan' s Rule — and we had the letter filed in our newly-established 
"Brannan's Rule, etc." symposium folder, not realizing it also had .comments-- on • 
previous symoosia -until we had started typing Section III....)) 

Buddy, ; T re tick " (19 Jan 70 ) 

1. Victory Cri teria Requirements for Postal Diplomacy (Regular or Variant) . 
Although the"' "Rulebook", "as published by Games Research, Inc., states the 
victory criterion as "...a majority of pieces on the board", many of the postal 
Diplomacy garre sma.sters choose either the ownership of 18 supoly centers or 18 
units on the board as the victory criterion. 

■ Mt does not matter which victory criterion; is chosen, since any choice gives 
each player in a game the same requirement for winning. 



La GUERRE has always had a victory criterion of either the ownership ox 18 
supoly centers or a majority of units on the board at any given time, whichever 
occurs first. The effect of this choice allows a victory for the player who has 
overcome many of his opponents, but whose home country may be totally occupied, 
oreventing builds. 

In' his publication of ACHERON 1, dated 25 December 1969, Rod Walker has cri- 
ti c i zed La GUSRR 3 ! s game of Regular Diplomacy, 1968AC, in that victory was allowed' 
prior to. 'having a majority of units on the board, even though Edi Birsan owned 18 
supply centers at the time of victory — this is' one of the reasons stated by Rod 
to declare that game irregular and delete it from the rating systems. Such an 
action would deprive, the players of that game from oroper recognition of their 
achievement. 

Any reasonable victory criterion is fair to each of the players in a game. 
As long as the victory criterion is comparable to those victory criteria required 
in other games, there should be no oroblem what soever „ . .much less unwarranted cri- 
ticism on that subject, 

2/ Responsibilities of the Player , 

Focus your attention on Rule 1 of the ERiSHWON House Rules, published 1 January 
1970, and on Revision G of LA GUERR3 House Rules, published 31 October 1968. Both 
of these doctrines specify that errors not corrected within the game season stand, 

.'Any gamesmaster will add to his unwieldy list of sources of errors such things 
as: (l) the handwriting and (dis-) organization of the written orders submitted by 
the player; and (2) moves received after the game has been game smaste red. . . . 

To protect both-the player and... ah, yes... even the gamesmaster from errors 
in his publication, LA GUERRE House Rules require the players to call attention 
to irregularities of this nature. Certainly seven players and one GM will spot 
an error. But when the error is not corrected in a timely fashion, that error 
stands... so says Rod Walker. ..so say I. 

We wonder why Rod uses this oroblem as reason for declaring I968AC an irregu- 
lar game, and' recommends its exclusion from the rating systems,, 

3» Retroacti vity of Rul es . , _ . 

When a game is started under a given set of rules, only orobiem areas should 
result in a change of those rules... .and each d layer in that game has the right to 
vote a rule out. . .unanimous decisions binding on the GM. 

Apparently, due to some voting process under the guise of secret ballot, the 
results of which were not made available, the Games Bureau Diplomacy Division seems 
to have outlawed "The Changing of the Guard 11 , 

I will quote Rod Walker from his publication, of ACHERON 1: "A more serious CM 
error occurred /in 1968AG7 in S07 — A Changing of the Guard was allowed ... it 
makes the game a variant . . ." 

First, that rule was in effect at the start of the game. Second, the move 
was not contested by the players. Third, who — you, me, — who has the right 
to state that such a simple maneuver should cause the game to become a variant? 

((On the basis of the facts as we are aware of them, we would have to support Buddy 
in his contention that 1968AC should not be declared a variant. (This was the casje 
to which we referred in our comments to Terry 'Kuch 1 s letter in* Section I of this 
lettercolumn. ) If there- is sloppy game sma storing in a game (and we're not saying 
that there was in 1968AC), it is the GM, and not the players, who should be "pena- 
lised 11 . - ' 

Taking Buddy 1 s points in order, we', dp not agree with him -that ownership of'" 
18 supply centers- should alone suffice' as a criterion for victory. In our opinion... 
a olayer whose home centers are occupied so he can not build in them as not won. : 
at all — how can a power be considered to have won a war when its very homeland 
has been overrun by its enemies'/ Certainly the first consideration of any nation 
in wartime is the protection of its own soil — even if it means giving up and pull- 
ing out of conquered territories to regain lost home. ..territory. A player who ignores 



his,. homeland' while' greedily grabbing up the homeland of other nations doesn't de - 
serve to win. ■ (Certainly j in Chess, as in Shogi, one ignores the safety of one T s 
own King only at one r s own peril....,.) (¥e give as an example in Diplomacy the re- 
cently- completed DIPLOPHOBLl game PIC (1966AT) , where the German player had the 
/most supply centers for quite a while during the game, and could have had 1.8 — 
had he not had to fight off the Austrians for possession of his homeland centers, 
while Austria overtook and passed him. Not to mention that the Austrian pressure 
on his homeland kept him from building the necessary forces to stave off the 
Austrian, victory. And .Austria, in turn, was kept "from building for a long time 
by a German assault on the Austrian centers. Had the German players not played 
"musical countries 51 ■ — had Germany, not missed so many moves and had so many changes 
of strategy because of the rotation of German players, the results- of this game 
might have been far different..,. At any rate, in this game possession of 18 
supply centers alone in no way would have meant that the player who owned 18 
centers would have emerged victorious. It is number of units ,- much more so than 
number of supply centers, "'which should determine who is victorious a The only 
thing an occupied supply center does when one cannot build for it is to deny the 
enemy, one unit — "but If a player has 20 centers "but only 12 units, that means his 
enemies have lh units, so who is the stronger?'' The player with more centers but 
fewer units? Or the player with fewer centers but more units'?) 

And,, again referring to the above example, we should point out that a mere 
majority of units should not in itself be the victory criterion unless that 
majority be an abso lute , 'majority of possible units on the board, rather than a 
temporary majority caused', by some fluke in play. (Who could predict' with any 
degree of certainty which. player — the one with 20 centers and 12 units, or the 
One with lh centers and lit' units — would eventually reach an absolute majority 
(l8) of the possible 3)4 units on the board?) This is why we feel that the only 
realistic .victory criterion Is 18 units on the board at the completion of a game- 
year.. 

But, as Buddy points out,, the fact- that his victory criterion was not exactly 
the same as that of most other GM 1 s should not make his game a "Variant" — the 
important thing, as far as the. ulayers are concerned, should .be that the criterion 
is clearly stated in the .House Rules -» since it applies to all, all players should 
still have an equal chance, for victory. The victory criterion does not describe 
the way the game is to be played (at least, it doesn't in this case), but rather 
the point at which the game ends. 

And while we are on the subject, we were recently running through the list -of 
completed Diplomacy games, both Variant and Regular, and noticed that many of them 
have ended by GM declaration or defection,, When a' : GM .declares a game ended because, 
in his opinion, one player (even though he has riot : yet. reached the stated victory 
criterion) has a certain victory (or- because he "is simply tired of the game and 
wants an excuse for ending it), does that make it a Variant? Or -when, the other 
players "surrender 11 , even though a player- has not officially won? Or when the 
other players miss moves or disappear, leaving only one player who has 12 centers 
and units, and the GM declares him the winner? Or when the GK declares one olayer 
the winner, even though the victory criterion has' not yet be^n reached and at leas t 
one of the other players wis h es to continue the game? * Where does one draw the line 
on which games should be' : fated, and which should not? How, does one be fair to the 
players when the GM has abdicated his responsibilities by ■■ not ■ seeing the game through 
to the stated victory criterion/....,:,, . - : : ; 

Perhaps an extreme' example ' of thi s i s ' former ' GL'OCK ORLxi game GBB. The GM de- 
cided, because of- the press of his studies, to abandon the magazine he was pub- 
lishing; he found a GM'for the other three games in his 1 eine, but declared GBB 
ended, and a specific player (the one who was ahead at that point) the winner, as, 
in his opinion, victory by that player was inevitable. But all of the players, 
Including the one for whom victory was declared, wished the game to continue (not 
all of the players accepted the GM' s opinion of the inevitability of victory for 
the declared winner), and someone volunteered to take over the Game smaste ring and 



publication of the results. However, the original GK never came through with in- 
formation necessary for the new GM to restart the game, and it finally had to be 
abandoned altogether, much to the dismay of some of the players. 

Now, the question is, should the player for whom victory was declared by the 
GM receive credit for the "victory", or should the game simply go down as "abandoned 
by GM", with all credit lost? (And don't say, "but it* s just a Variant", because 
players who play in Variant games try just as hard, and are just as much concerned 
with the propriety of the gamesmastering of the games' 'in which they play and the 
outcome of the games-,' as are players who play only in. Regular games.) 

Let us, as GM*s (perhaps through, the Diplomacy Division oi the G.B.), adopt . 
a stringent code of ethics for ourselves, which will apply for all 'games which 
we gamesmaster, whether Variant or Regular, And let us be judged, "■ both in the 
eyes of the players and our fellow GM's, on how well we apply this code to our 
actions la the field' of Diplomacy. Let us pull .'up our own socks, and do a better -., 
job in serving those who patronise our magazines and gamesmastering, rather than 
penalising the players for our own shortcomings and failings. After all, it is 
a service we are offering — it is our duty to serve the players, and not their 
duty to serve us. They pay us for our service and once we have accented their 
money, we have assumed the obligation of giving them the best service possible, 
and for seeing our obligation through to the end. 

To climb back down off the soapbox and return. to Buddy's letter, his second 
part of the letter, re "responsibilities of the player", and his requirement in . - 
his House Rules raises a couple of important points* First, while a olayer 1 s 
"contractual" obligations to "the GM extend only to that player's following the 
rules/House Rules of the game/magazine in which he has agreed and for which he 
has paid, he also has "common ' sense" obligations which benefit both the GM and 
himself (refer to the "Golden Rules" we published some time ago in DIPLOPHOBIA) . 
Legible writing,; for example, or anything which makes the GM 1 s task easier, also 
benefits the. player be enabling the GM ; to do a better job, cutting down delays 
in the game through' GM' errors, and the like. Secondly, one question concerning 
player ethicfe: '"'Reference Buddy 1 s House Rule which requires a player to inform 
him about GM errors' he finds in the ' zine, is it unethical for a player who spots 
such an error not to report same to the GM? (Especially when that error benefits . 
the player who spots it?) If the GM has rules, say, to a complex Variant, and ^. 
himself gets confused and makes a mistaken ruling, and the only player who spots 
it is the player whom the mistake benefits ~- who then decides to say /nothing, .so 
the error 'passes unnoticed. . .who, if anyone, is to blame for the result; of the •. 
error the player, the GM, or both'.' Is the player 1 s refusal to point the error 
out to the GM "deception of the GM", or a legitimate tactic In the game? . In other- 
words, is it a legitimate tactic of Diplomacy for a player to use a GM. error to 
benefit his own position, ' either by saying nothing and just letting it ; . stand, or 
by pointing it out when it helps his enemy more than himself? Or even to' base 
one's strategy around the expectation that the GM will make; such an error when 
the situation arises? 

Concerning Buddy 1 s third point, we feel. that 1968AC should not be disqualified 
because it used the "Changing of the Guard" and said rule Is contrary to Diplomacy 
Division rules* "While we do not agree that the Division Rules should be the cri- 
terion for establishing a "Regular 11 game and excluding' all others, we appointed 
Rod to the Division Chieftaincy with the proviso that he had a free hand to set 
things up ac he saw fit. If he decides to stick by the concept of Permanent Rules, 
we will support him as Games Bureau Chairman, while we will oppose him as a. rank- 
and-file member of the Division. However, we feel that such Permanent Rules should 
not be applied retroactively — that only games starting after the rules were formu- 
lated should be subject to said rules. Thus, 1968AC, which started long before the 
Permanent Rules were drawn up, should not be subject to such Rules, and cannot be 
disqualified as a Regular game on the basis of such Rules* (The "Changing of the 
Guard" rule is anathema to us as a GM and player, but a'-GM's use of it In his, games 
should really be between him and his players,- Perhaps a simple .chart/ listing GM 1 s 
and rule-interpretations, indicating which GM T s use which interpretations, but with- 
out ' critical comment, is the answer to enable players' to decide where to play....) 



Doug Beyer le in • (31 Jan 70) 

If you are interested in learning of more variants of Diplomacy*, there is one 
here in Seattle that is played almost as often as regular Diplomacy. We call it 
"Feudalism 70 n . There is no historical base and the regular board and rules are 
used. The only difference is that the players (from four to eleven) start out 
in a different set-up. The name of each province is placed on a card with 3h cards 
total. The stack of 'cards is then shuffled, and three cards are dealt out face up 
to each player „ These three supply centers are his home centers^ and the game 
starts with the Winter 1900 builds. The game is then played as a regular game 
from that point on., with the same victory conditions as in the rulebook^ i.e. ■ 
majority or 18 units (depending on houserules ). a The' game may not be as classy 
as P^te Comber's Scotice Scripti^ but the diplomacy involved is very interesting. 
I could not say about its postal appeal. 

((It probably has little postal appeal — back in the early days^, when play- 
ers were signing' up for almost any kind of Variant one could come up with, we of- 
fered a similar game — but bad only a couple of takers., so dropped the idea. How-^ 
ever., across the board^ one can easily see that such a game should have considerable 
appeal. — ed. ) ) 

John Boardman . (1 Feb 70) 

There's a minor error in the historical end of the Scotice Sc ript! rules in 
DIPLOMANIA #28. The Battle of Clontarf took place on 15 April /lOlITTGood Friday). 
Sveyn Forkbeard had already died in February. #### Jarl Sigurd of Orkney died 
in 101h all right — he was killed at Clontarf. So don't put his name on any 
pcst-Clontarf press releases. #### "Sitric" is a iatanized form of the actual 
"Sigtrygg" — see the Njal -Saga. 

((Thanks ^ John — Rod Walker, Pete Comber > and Scotipe. Script! roster take note*)) 

IV. SECTIONS. I & II REVISITED (Overlooked and recent letters). 

I. (Revisited) 

Doug Beyerlein . (5 Sep 69) 

Ethics of Gamesmasters. Gamesmasters can be divided .into two catagories: 
the professional and the amateur. The professional GM is one who makes the run- 
ning of his games as prompt and free of errors as is humanly possible. He also 
adds whatever extras he thinks appropriate. All the better .' fines', have profession- 
al GM*s — that is why they stand out above other f 2ines e ' The amateurs are the 
ones who can never get a 'zine out on time, and- when they run into long delays they 
leave all their players wondering what happened to the games. Amateurs generally 
don't know what they are getting into when they start a 'zine^ thinking that pro- 
ducing a good 'zine is all fun _ and little work. When they find it is not so they 
quit, I have few' complaints directed to the professional "GM* s . 

II. (Re visited ) , 

Doug Beyerle in . ..; (5 Sep 69) 

Rule changes. I think the rules are very good as they stand, but 1 think 
there are a few things that should be clarified in the rule book. The victory 
criterion should be stated as 18 or more units on the board at the end of a fall 
build turn.. The rules should read so that the Miller's Rule (revised) would be 
overturned* I doubt the second is possible with you and Walker-for.lt. 

Andrew Phillips r .. (Undated) 

I don't think I xvant to see any changes in the rulebook. So the 1 rulebook is 
obscure and contradictory? So what? It's better that way — gives, the GM" some 
Initiative .... 

So what's the hangup if every GM uses slightly different rules? I don't see .. 
the excitement over whether games are t ruILy regular or really a variants If you * v 
list a game in the 'MANIA listings as "regular and I don't like itj T.S* I can 



either make up my own lists or lump it. As for the playing aspect of the thing; 
every GM is responsible for telling new players what his house rules are (perhaps 
he should publish a supplement ".'.to. be sent out to new players? ), and if a player 
doesn't know a' ruling it's his, responsibility to ask, submit conditionals, etc* 
Anarchy forever! 

I rather disagree with Bob Johnson on the victory criterion* The point of 
the 18-unit criterion is that once you've reached that point the rest should be 
downhill — you ought to be able to wipe e verybody out, given time* Thus second 
place is meaningless — it merely means you get wiped out a bit later than most. 
In Diplomacy there are six losers and. .only one winner. If you can't accept that 
ratio •you ought to switch to other games which are easier on the ego. 

That isn't to say second .place . shouldn 1 t have any value in a rating system. 
Or. that it should. It depends oh what you're rating -~ and how comprehensive you 
want to be. 

• , Would you happen to know what. Games Research's Diplomacy sales volume Is? 
Interesting that you never noticed that problem of Sweden's coastline. . My 
first game of Dippy was a three-player FTF game, and 1 remember unsuccessfully 
arguing for Fred Davis' position. On the other hand, I disagree with you that 
the situation is not fundamentally different from St.P, Spa, Bui. In none of 
these cases are the "coasts" in question linked directly by coast. Secondly, and 
this is the argument that caused me to capitulate, there is no basis for assigning 
The Sound to Den rather than Swe. Examine the map and see if I'm not right in 
saying the boundary could just as easily be drawn on the north coast of Denmark. 

((And Andy also expressed dissatisfaction with Fred Davis' "certification" ideas. 
#### The problem with a player asking the GM for a ruling, or sending in condi- 
tional moves in such a situation, is that the player 'may not think of the situa- 
tion as controversial ~~ I.e., he may think the GM ruling would be obvious, and 
not even consider bothering him about it. Before one can ask a question, one must 
first be aware that there is something there to be questioned.... We have often 
played in games (A-H games, in particular), where we went merrily alon- our way 
until a crucial point In the game, when we suddenly discovered that our opponent 
had been Interpreting a particular rule exactly the opposite as we, and both we 
and he had based our entire offensive/defensive strategy upon our own interpreta- 
tion. For either of us to give In — or to flip a eoln_ — would be to concede 
defeat to the other— so the game ends an exercise In futility, abandoned, with 
neither side satisfied. As far as xte are concerned, the less ambijuity there is 
in a set of rules, the better. We prefer to start out with a straight-forward 
set ^ of ^ very simple and unambiguous rules, and add our own complexities later as 
variations. #### Don't remember what Bob said about the victory criterion, so 
will add no comments here, miif Don't know what G .R . 's- Diplomacy sales volume 
is. Anyone? What you say about -Sweden is correct. Actually, we have a 

very vague recollection of, way back In our early Diplomacy -playing days, consider- 
ing the problem of Sweden and then discarding the problem as insignificant. If one 
considers Denmark a sea- as well as a land -province, there is no problem whatso- 
ever, as Sweden then Is n* more a multi-coastal province than is, say^ Norway, But, 
9f course-, this does not remove all of the logical contradictions. — why, e.g., 
should a fleet entering Norway from the Skagerrak on one turn be able to enter 
St. Pete (North Coast) dn"tge next, while a fleet moving by sea from Skagerrak would 
have to move to North Sea one turn, then Norwegian Sea, then Barents Sea, and fin- 
ally, it. turns after if started, it may enter St. Pete (North Coast)? ' (Perhaps the 
movement of a fleet . . .never mind, as It would mean splitting Norway into lour sec- 
tions to restrict fleet movement through Norway (rather, along the Norwegian coast) 

to ^ that of^the sea-provinces through which it moves along its northern journey ) 

This question, we hope, .will be discussed more thoroughly in the "Multi-Coastal 
Frovlnces" Symposium.-. . .') ) 



J ohn McCallum ' ■ (20 Jan 70) 

. . . On page 9 ( (DPMA ; '-#27 -»ed.)), In reply to a letter from Rod you say, 
"Actually^- this whole- thing' about rulebook revision started some time ago when we 



read in John. McCallum 1 s : .magazine* • , that Games Research was going, to revise the 
Diplomacy Rule book, and wanted suggestions ." As far as the underlined phrase is 
cencerned the statement is. in error. What you are undoubtedly referring to is 
the excerpt from, a letter from John Moot, of Games Research, published in BR OB 89» 
But the published excerpt read, in its entirety, "I am arranging to have the rules 
revised." Net a word about asking for suggestions* Where this part of the matter 
arose was with Walker* He picked up the quate from Moot in BROB, and suggested 
to 'the readers of EREBWON that they write Moot supporting the idea of rulebook 
revision and give him their suggestions • I have often wondered if one of the 
causes of the cooling of enthusiasm for Rulebook revision on the part of Games 
Research may not have been the deluge of unsolicited advice poured in on them as 
a result of EREHWOK's remarks- Perhaps not though » Calhamer has always been luke- 
warm,, when not downright hostile, to the idea of revision, and had expressed his 
feeling long before the remark of Moot's was published in BROB, 

¥ * 0N T HE "DIPLQ B OURSE" SYMP O SIUM . 

Deug Beyer le in • (31 Jan 7d) 

The bourse symposium was interesting, with the Secondary Currency Redemption 
System the most informative part. I particularly like the way you handled awarding 
the diplodollars for the surviving countries. Your system used .for rating Diplo- 
macy games and not bourses (I .know that was not your intention and was probably 
furthest from your mind) might ; .make a good rating system. I guess I would then 
have to call it the Miller Rating System, if it was okay with you." : Anyway, in 
principle I am opposed to the awarding of diplodollars to non-winners- in a game, 
but I think your system has enough merit to be tried. 

((Thanks, Doug . — if anyone wants to try out a Diplomacy Rating System using = 
our Secondary Redemption System as a basis, he is welcome. Our own records, how- ■ 
ever, are too:- -incomplete for us to do it. Besides, we don't like Rating Systems ^ 
and if we must have a Rating St stem for Dippy games, lean towards, the Calhamer 
Point Count System (with Variants included along with Regular .-games).. ) ) 

Jeff Power (10 Feb 70) 

In the bourse currently running in BROB an interesting problem, has arisen con- 
cerning the setting of starting prices and the issuance of currency. It is found 
that if all players sell all their roubles the price will drop only as low as 
'60/65* In fao"^, the prices of .several of the currencies can not drop as low as 
0/5. It would seem reasonable that if j no players have any faith an -a currency 
the price should be 0/5. It follows that either the starting prices were set t*o 
high or there are too few players. It can also be argued that the price of lire 
was set too low, since several players will Inevitably be stuck with worthless 
currency if Italy is eliminated from the game. 

I believe the solution to this problem Is to give each currency the same 
starting price and to set that price such that if every player sells all of some 
currency, the price will be 0/5. If there are 16 participants in some'' bourse, for * 
instance, the starting prices should ail be set at 160/165 if each player is issued 
200 units of currency. It might be easier though to give each one .100 units and 
set the price at 80/85. ■ ■ - 

The arguments over secondary currency redemption appear to be inspired by a 
desire by some for yet another rating system. If bourse players become .rating 
conscious, I believe game tampering may Increase to such an extent that' -games with 
bourses would have to be classified as "variants 11 , making them ineligible for half 
a dozen other rating systems. .Players will be loath to play in such games, and 
the bourse will die.' Another problem — what is a "regular 11 bourse? 

((Interesting that you should bring up the problem of the relationship between 
starting price and" market "bottom". As soon as we had mailed out DIPLQMAwIA ,#28, 
the very same problem occurred to us, only in a much broader context, and we had 
planned an article for this Issue on the subject. ^ However,- since you have brought 



the subject up. now, we'll- comment on it here rather "-than write a separate article 
about it. 

It is our opinion that the starting price of all currencies should be set 
up so that any currency should be able to fall to 0/5' before all units have been 
sold., but not too much before. Thus, some players will always be stuck with 
some worthless currency. This adds another point of interest to the bourse — 
if every player could get rid of all of his currency at any point in the bourse, 
and never have to worry about getting stuck with worthless currency before the 
bottom dropoed out of the market, some of the fun would-be gone from the game. 
This, of course, is our opinion — what do the rest of you think about it? 

The very possibility of the market hitting bottom before (or when) all 
currencies have been sold is the strongest argument yet for starting all curren- 
cies at the same price. Otherwise, some currencies would never hit bottom, and 
others would hit bottom too early. In the 23-player QAC Bourse, e.g., all cur- 
rencies will be able to hit bottom because of the large number of players — 
but some will (one already has) hit bottom much too soon, leaving a large number 
of players stuck with worthless "paper 11 . 

This means, of course, that the starting price should be set according to the 
number of Bourse players. The question is, how much of a difference should there 
be between market bottom" and no. of players. For example, should the market start 
at 100 when there are 12 players, meaning that if a currency hits bottom, there 
will always be lj.00 worthless units of that currency held by one or more players? 
It is unfair to make the difference too great, and dangerous (in terms of fun) 
to make it too low (remembering that there may be dropouts before all of a given 
currency has been sold)* 

If there are dropouts, should the BM automatically lower the entire market 
by the proper (i.e., according to the unit buy/sell span) distance for. each play- 
er who drops out, to always keep the level so that someone will eventually be 
stuck with worthless currency? Or should he merely s$t bis initial market low 
enough to compensate for a reasonable number of dropouts? 

This j we might add here, is another reason we are against the Bourse which 
starts out with a given amount of Dd held by each player, but no currency other 
than his own. ) ) 

John McCallum : ' A (11 Feb 70) 

. . . The formula I gave, by the way, is wrong < — the.3U-l8 should be inverted 
but a far simpler formula, which is just as good, is:- 

S -VI u where the symbols mean what is Indicated In the letter, 
~3lT ((Eef, to John's letter on pg„ llof..DPM #28. — DM) ) 

Richard Hol combe (15 Feb 70) 

There seem to be six major areas of debate concerning the Bourse. As the 

B.M. X of PACIFIC DIPLODEUR, I would like to express my ideas and observations on 

them In outline form: 

1. Players 1 participation. 

A. The players participate in the Bourse In Pi) as: 

1. We had too few non-players interested; 

2 . I wanted to experiment with the possibility of stimulation of in- ■ 
terest (this could add an element of . propaganda to the game). .. . 

3. Such participation requires a limitation on the . sales of one's own cur- 
rency in order to: , 

1. Reduce considerations that one might ■"throw -the game for the Bourse' 1 ;; 

2. Provide some handicap for the players who must have some advantage 
over the flon-players because of correspondence. 

C. While it is early to take a strong position on player participation, it 
should be recognised to be a different game from a non-players 1 Bourse. 
2"," DIplodollars vs 0 nation's currency to start. 

A. (with fear and trepidation) Dd stimulate early trading as the players 
have nothing in the game. 
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B. Dd gives the B.M. more control over- trading, as additional Dd may be 
issued at' 'his discretion. 

C. Dd inflates prices, as nothing need 'be. sold early, and this could slow 
down later trading (although this i'S' not. much different from currency 
Bourses when some issues reach 0/5 '-or the like). In either case trans- 
itions pf additional Dd may be necessary to stimulate trading. 

|L Original pricing of currencies, 

A. In a currency-starting game, even pricing (all currencies start at 100/105 
in 100~unit game) is best in order to stimulate trading (note: this should 
be a non-players 1 Bourse), 

B. Handicapped (ED started Roubles li|0, Piastres 130, Pounds 125, Francs 100, 
Marks 80, Kronen 75 ^ and Lire 50) Is better for players who can't sell 
their own currency (Initial allotment)* 

C„ It would appear that in a Bd-started non-players 1 game that even pricing 
would lead to stronger early trading, but this was 'not- the case In FD 
where , the non-*players bought mostly the. less expensive currencies (Was 
the., .handicap too great? Probably- ). .. 
k* Units of exchange, 

A. Even 100* s Is the easiest for the B.M. 

B. 20 1 5 is OK, as each block would change the market by one point. I may in- 
troduce this into the PD Bourse to add interest, now that I've gained *a ■: 
bit of . confidence. 

C. Odd lots, or- lots less than 20 are a real headache for B.M. and partici- 
pants alike (-if they check B.M.'s figures). This can lead to miserable 
orders like "Sell all my Francs,- and buy J- Pounds and J Marks, as far as 
my money goes. 11 This is bad enough in even 100' s or 20' s, but murder in 
units of 5 or 1. let, how else can the participant who wants to keep all 
his Dd working order when he can't be sure of the price levels? 

5* Stock market vs. session. 

A, I see no advantage to either* A continuous open session is fine by me as 
either a participant or B.M. The best orders place price limits, and 
there is rarely enough unexpected trading to seriously distort antici- 
pated prices , 

Be The PD uses the continuous open session, and. refuses to reveal prices 
except through the J 2iine. This encourages prompt orders and lightens 
the B.M. l s load at deadline time. In the continuous open session method, 
It Is best to use the postmark rather than the date of receipt for order 
of filing orders. In the PD this Is augmented by a handicap allowing for 
delay In receiving the 1 zine due to distance. Telephone orders are handi- 
capped an additional day, 
6. Winning criterion. 

A. As Galhamer's idea on both the game and the Bourse was to award the win- 
ner only, PD intends to continue this. However, 

B, It ] s no big deal. Once the' game is over, you, or anyone else, can figure 
who won by your, or their, criterion. The first 5 issues (esp* the first) 
are of significance in comparing results, or rating Bourse participants. 

((How about you other B.M.'s — Ed Halle and John McCallum — responding in outline 
form to the major Issues raised in DPMA #28„ This way we can compare views and ex-, 
periences to date, and maybe decide what the "best" way really is to handle a Bourse 
#### 1. We feel game players who participate in Bourse should be allowed to sell 
their own currency, providing their names are not tied to their actions. In fact, 
we feel players should not participate In Bourse If names are tied to actions. 2. 
Our arguments here were set forth in DPMA 28, and augmented earlier in this issue. 
Suffice it to say that we, approaching it from the stand -point 01 a player, would 
not want to play in a Bourse which started with Dd instead of currency. The early 
decision-making forced by the players h aving to sell currency at the beginning in ; 
order to gain Dd.'s with which to operate is, inv.our opinion', fundamental. 3- Why 
do you feel "handicapped" pricing is better than even pricing when players can't ; 
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sell their own currency? What difference does it make whether all prices start 
at the same levels or whether different currencies start at different levels? If 
a player can*t sell his own currency , he is handicapped no matter how the starting 
prices are set "up. It is "our opinion that no players should be so handicapped — 
thus, either no game" "'players should be allowed in Bs'&rse^or those who are allowed 
in should n&t be tied by name to their actions (along with the other non-players), 
lu Agree with you that lOO^s' cr 20 T s --are -easiest to handle, (And you are^the 
only one., so far, who has given us an order like you suggested In C, — Groani ) - 
Bu^ using the equations' we ' hope to have' room to print in THE EXCHANGE #7j plus 
solving for !r amount bought"-' 'by rexpressing our formula as a quadratic equation 
and then solving it,, amounts can be determined quite accurately ♦ (But it is a 
lot of work....) 5* Continuous open session is of advantage only when we send 
market to players (at their request) immediately upon execution*.; Also like your 
handicapping system for postal delays — but what happens when letter from Ohio^ 
e.g. y takes longer than letter ■ from Calif . (which is usually the case)? And we 
allow no phone orders for Bourse. 6. The only significance is that knowing the 
end result will be judged by a Secondary Redemption System may influence the way 
the Bourse Is played — just as knowing that in a Regular Diplomacy Rating System 
, the yardstick is no. of supply centers held averaged over length of game, 
can affect way Diplomacy game is played.)) ... 
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POSTAL DIPLOMACY GAMES COMPLETE 

Regular 

1955B ~- Won Bruce Pels, RUS, 1918 
I96I4A ~ James MacKenzie,TUR,1911 
B — John Smythe, A~H, 1909 
D John McCallum,A-H, 1916 
196£A — Charles Wells ,IUR, 1912 

B ~- Conrad Von Metzke,RUS,19lU 
C ~ Jerry Pour nelle,GER, 1919 
D ™ Jerry Pour nelle, ITA, 1912 
S ~- John Smythe, ENG, 1911 
F « Charles Wells, TUR, 19lU 
G ~ Derek Nelson, ENG, 1910 
H « John Smythe,. ITA, 1911 
I ~ John Smythe^ ITA, 1911 
K ~ Derek Nelson,RUS,1913 
L ~ Drawn, Frank Clark,GER, & 

John Koning,RUS, 1909 
M ~ Charles Wells ,PRA , 191h - 
P — Hank Reinhardt ,ITA,1922 
Q « p, John Koning/ESG, & 

Terry KuchuTUR, 1922 
R Don Miller, RUS, 1913 
S ~~ Don Miller , TUR , 1913 
T ~- D, Rick Brooks, RUS, & 

Banks Mebane , TUR , 1911 
U — D, John McCallum,ENG, Charles 

■Reinsel,FRA, & John Smythe, 
* TUR, 1915 
V p, F .Clark, ENG, T.Kuch,GER, 

B. Mebane, ITA, Al Huff, TUR, *13 
W « Bon Miller , FRA , 1913 
1966A ~- Jerry Pournelle, FRA, 1918 
B — Jerry Pour ne lie , TUR , 1912 
D ~ Al Huff, ENG, 1907 
E.— Jim Latimer, ENG, 1907 
F"~ Monte Zelazny,ENG,1913 
H — Jim Dygert,RUS,1907 
I ~- D, Hal Maus^GSR, & Ken 

. Davidson,TUR, 191U 
K ~ Dave Lebling, A -H,1911 
L — John Koning,GER,1919 
M ~ Jim Dygert, ENG, 1910 
N — Dan Bar rows, FRA, ? 
0 p, ' Rod^ Walker , ENG , Charles 

Turner, FRA, Larry Peery,TUR, f 08 
q „ Michael Aita,RUS,19l£ 
R ~ D, Don Berman,FRA, Chris Wag- 
ner, TUR, Ken Levinson,RUS, r l5 
T »- George Schelz, RUS, 1913 
¥ — Karl Thomps on, ENG , 1913 
AA - D, Jim Latimer, GER, & Rod 

Walker, A -H, 191k 
AB ~. Mehran Thorns on, GER, 1910 . 
AC — Harold Peck,ElC-,.l$1.0 , 
AE — John Smythe, TUR, 1913 
AG.. — Bud Pender grass, TUR, 1909 
AH —"£5. "Larry St.Cyr ,A-H, L.Peery, 
' ' FRA , C Turner , IT A , 1910 



TO DATE ~ A Short Listing 

1966AI — John Beshara,RUS,1907 
AK — Monte Zelazny,A-H,1913 
AL D, C.Turner, ENG, R.Walker , GER, 
C^von Metzke,TUR, D. Barrows-, 
ITA, Doug Beyer le in 3 RUS, ( 10 
AM — Monte Zelazny, GER, 1909 
AO ~ D,Chuck Carey, GER, Cliff- Oliila, 
TUR, L.Peery,FRA, Edi Birsan, 





ENG, 1913 


AQ 


— Charles ReinseI,RUS,19H 


AS 


« Jack Greene, TUR, 1911 


AT 


« Dave. Lebling, A-H, 191U 


AU 


— Bud Pendergr ass, GER, 1909 


AV 


— Charles Wells, GER, 191®' 


AZ 


Dave Lebling, FRA, 1910 


BB 


— Larry Peery,RUS,1910. 


BC 


« Gene, Prosnitz, ENG, 1907 


BG 


— Derek Nelson,FRA,1911 


Bl 


— Tom Slier, FRA, 1910 


BJ 


— Jim Dygert, FRA, 1910 


3K ; 


— Paul Leitch,RUS,1908 


1967B 


-~ Buddy Tretick, GER, 1911 


E 


~ Monte Zelazny,ENG,1909 


H 


« Charles Turner ,RUS, 1909 


I 


— Peter Rosamilia,A-K,1908 


N - 


- Gene Prosnitz, ITA, 1909 


P - 


- Gene Prosnitz, ENG, 1910 



U D, Mike Miller, GER, & Frank 

Clark, ITA, 1928 
V — D, G. Prosnitz, FRA, Sherry Heap*, 
TUR, D. Lebling, ENG, Hugh Ander- 
son,A-H, M.Thomson, GER, 1912 
W ~ Rod Walker, ENG, 1911 
Z — D, D.. Barrows, FRA, B.Pender- . 

grass, ITA, 1910 
AA — D. Beyer lein,RUS, 1909 
AC — Buddy Tretick, A-H,1906 
AF — John Koning, ENG, 1915 
AG. --. Jim Munroe, ITA, 1906 
A J — John Smythe, TUR, 1908 
AK — Tom Griffin,RUS,1907 
AQ — Buddy Tretick, RUS,1908 
AT — Bob Kinney, RUS, 1907 
AU — Hal Naus, TUR, 1907 
AW — .Doug Beyerlein,RUS,1907 
BA — -Charles, Reinsel,FRA, 1910 
BC ~ Norm Zinkhan,RUS,1908 
1968D ~ George Schelz, GER, 1909 
F «- Gene Pros-nits, RUS, 1910 
' G — Dave "Lebling, TUR, 1912 
H « Brad Payne, RUS, 1908 
... J ~ Hugh Anderson, ENG, 1909 

. P Ed Halle, RUS, 1907 
;.. R — Edi BIrsan,A-H,I911 
S '— Mike Goldstein, GER, 1909 
T ~ Tom Eller, RUS, 1907 
AC - Edi Birsan,.TUR,1907 • ■ 

AG - John Smythe, A -H, 1906 



Regular (Cont) ™ 

Ron Deilbringge,TUR,19lU 
AL — Edi Birsan,A~H, 1907 
AZ ~ Dave Johnston, TUR, 1910 
John Koning,A-H,1909 
D ^ Bob Komada,FRA, Pete Com- 
ber^ ENG., D.Berman,ITA, E. 
Birsab,TUR, Bill Linden*^, 09 
Edi Birsan, TUR, 1908 ■ 
.Randy Bytwerk,RUS,1909- - 
Gene Prosnitz;/ENG,1910 
John Beshara, TUR, 1911 - 
Kyle- Johns on,FRA,19C6 
Brent on Ver Ploeg,RUS ^1907 



BB 
BD 



BY 
CI 
CK 
CL 
CU 
1969C 



Variant Games — 



1963Ac 




Derek Nelson, ITA, 1906 


*196$Ca 




J . Koning ( C ) , GER > 19 05 ♦ 


Dc 




Conrad Von Metske,A-H,1908 


1966Ad 




Don fierman, ITA , 1907 


Be 




Al Huff ,G0ND0R,3009 
Terry Kuch, ERA ,1911; 


Cf 




* Eh 




D, D.Lebling(c),RUS, A. Huff 
"(C),GER, 1878 






Fi 




Dave Lebling , GA ILLARD IA , 1 008 






Al Huff (C), GER, I87I1 


Ik 




Banks Mebane,M0RD0R,300Lt 


Km 




Dave Lebling, MORD OR, 3 OOtj 


Lk 




Al Huff ,G0NL0R,3009 


Rr 




Don Miller, IROQUOIS ,1612 


Ss 




Banks ' Mebane , EKG , 15 01 


Tt 




Al Huff , RHQVANION, TA 1907' 
Jim Latimer ,A-E-R, 1908- 


Ua 




Vu 




Derek Nelson, A-R~T,1908 


Wf 




George Schelz, ITA ,1911 . 


,Xv- 




Charles Turner , ERA , 190^ 






Marge Gemignani, ?,1912 



1966AAx 

ABy 

ACt 

ADw 

AE2 ■ 

AHad; 

ANae 

AOae 
& Paf 
1967Aaq • 
Bah 
Cai - 
Daj - 
Er 

Gc ~ 
Qaq - 
Rar - 

Sar - 
Tas - 
ABas 
AJaq 
ANbh 
AObi 
APbj 
ATbq 
1968Cbr - 

Ebl - 
Fbk - 
Hbm - 
If - 
Kbo - 
Worn - 
1969Uv - 



- Rick Brooks,RUS,1912 
~ Frank Clark, FRA, 1909 

- Rod Walker , HARAD , TA 1911 

- Jerry pournelle, ?,1912 

- Charles Turner , A -G-I, 190$ 

- Charles Welsh, PONTUS, 1001 

- D, D. Lebling, E-F-R, Mehran 
Thorns on, A -G-T, 1922 

~ Richard Uhr ,A-I-T,1907 

- J .Pournelle, ?, ? 

- Larry Kanner,RUS,1908 

- Mike Mclntyre. GER, 19014 

- Larry St.Cyr,RUS,1908 

- Dave Lebling, MCRDOR, 3003 

- Don Miller, SHOSHONI, 1611 

- Jerry Pournelle, ?, ? 

- Scott Bershig,LaKONIA,U23 

- Larry Peery,RUS,1910 

- Derek Nelson,A-F-G,190U 

- Hal Maus,A~F-R,190l4 

~ John Smythe,A-F-R,1903 

- Pete Comber, !4AKEDON,i|2U 
Hal Naus,CZECHO-POLSKA,1956 

- Greg Long, SAXONY, ? 

- Jack Greene, NORMANDY, ? 

- Jeff Key,A-H,1909 M 
™ D, Dick Reiter,GER, Bob Reiter, 

TUR, Dave Bischof f ,A~H, 1909 

- John Smyt he , BARBARY-I-R , 1903 

- Buddy Tretick, GER, 1909 

- Chris Tretick,A-H,1907 

- Steve Jent,ENG,1909 

- Hal Naus, YUGOSLAVIA, ? 

- Buddy Tretiek,ENG,1908 

- Joe Proskauer,ENG,19H ' 



'In Team games, Team Capt* received win. 



In the above listing, the following games were excluded: 
■ Over -the -Board Game, won F,19lU, Phil Castora, ENGLAND . 



NOTE — 
I953C - 

196UC — Won F, 1913 j by John Boardman, ?, who played two positions unknown to the 
other players* 

1967F — Drawn W,19l5, Hal Naus, ENGLAND, Dave Lebling, A-H and TURKEY . 
*1965Aa ~ Won F,1902, Team of Derek Nelson(GER), 3ob Lake (ITA), John Davey(RUS). 
1966AQa — Won F,1907 LTA Team (Jim Dygert,ENG; Brian Bailey, ITA; Clyde Johnson 
(GER), Need to know who was Team Capt. before can include In list. 
#1967 Ha ~ Won W,1901, via GM Declaration, by Team of Rod Walker , A-H; Stanley 

Pinck,FRA, & Arthur Simon, RUS, 

-*1967Lh — Cancelled after 1902, but n of ficially rf declared draw between Teams of 
Arthur Simon, ENG; Edward Meyer, FRA; Rod Walker ,Rus; and Clyde Johnson, 

GER; Brian Bailey ,A-H; Jim Dygert,TUR. . - 

*1967Was — Won W, 1902, Gene Prosnitz, A-H/FRA/RUS. * • . - 



""These games were considered to have been played f or , too" short a time to be. 
considered completed. Our criterion in making this choice was at least 3 game- 
years — and even this might be considered too short .a time. 



Some persons may a.rgue for exclusion of other games from the above list* If you 
think any more should be excluded, please let us know — and state your reasons. 



A RATING SYSTEM.-, OF SCETS 



Although we dislike Rating Systems, we feel that if there is to be any system,, the 
Calhamer Point-Count System is the best — and the system -should be applied to all 
Diplomacy games; played via the mail, Regular and Variant alike. Therefore, using 
the preceding:.; list- 'of completed games, we have thrown together a list, of our own* 
Info given':' Name; ' Point Count; (Regular ' PIC , /Variant " V P,C . ); Position In List. 



John Smythe 


9.33 


(7.33/2) 


1 


Michael Aita 


. 1.00 


(1/-). 


Dave LeMing ' 


8.20 


(U.20/U) 


2 


'Randy Bytwerk '. 


1.00 


(1/-) 


Jerry Pournelle 


7.00 


(U/3) 


3 


Scott Bersehig 


1.00 


(-A)-' 


Derek Nelson 


6.00 


(3/3) 


U 


Rori-UeTlbrihgge - , 


1 . 00 


(V-) ■ 


Alan Huff 


5 = 75 


(1.25A.5) 5 


Mike Goldstein 


1.00 


(V-) 


Gene Prosnitz 


5.20 


(5-20/-) 


6 


Tom Griffin ... * 


1.00 


(V-) 


Don Miller 


5.oo 


(3/2) 


7/8 


Marge Gemignani 


1.00 




Buddy Tretick 


5.oo 


(3/2) 


7/8 


Ed 'Halle 


1.00 


(V-) 


John Koning 


U.83 


(3.83/1) 


9 


Kyle Johnson 


1.00 


(V-) 


Hal Naus 


it.50 


(1.5/3) 


10 ■.. 


Dave Johnston 


1.00 


(i/-) 


Edi Birsan 


14.U5 


(U.U5/D 


n-v.- 


Steve Jent. 


1.00 


(-A) 


Charles Wells 


U.oo 


(UA) 


12/13 


Bob Kinney 


1,00 


dA) 


Monte Zelazny 


U.oo. 


(h/-) 


12/13 


Larry Kanner ' 


1.00 


(-A) 


Charles Turner, 


3.86 


(1.86/2) 


lk 


Jeff Key 


1.00 


(-A) 


Rod Walker 


3. 03 


(2.03/1) 


15 


Paul Leiteh 


1.00 


dA) 


Jim Dygert 


3.00 


(3/-) 


16/17 


Greg Long 


1.00 


(-A) 


G'eorge Schelz 


.3.00 


(2/1) 


16/17 


James MacKenzie 


1.00 


dA) 


Larry Peery 


2.91 


(1.91/1) 


18 


Jim Munroe 


1.00 


dA) 


Banks Mebane 


2.75 


(.75/1) 


19 


Mike Mclntyrs 


1.00 


(-A) 


Jim Latimer 


2.50 


(1.5/D 


20/21 


Brad Payne 


1,00 


(i/-) 


Bud Pendergrass 


2.50 


(2.5/-) 


20/21 


Harold Peck 


1.00 


dA) 


Charles Reinsel 


2.33 


(2.33/-) 


22 ' 


Bruce Pelz 


1.00 


dA) 


Frank Clark 


.2.25 


(1.25/1) 


23 ■ 


Joe Proskauer 


1.00 


(-A) 


Doug Beyer le in 


2.20 


(2.2/-) 


2U/25 


Hank Reinhardt 


1.00 


dA) 


Conrad Von Metzke 


-.2.20 


(1.2/1) 


2U/25 


Pete Rosamilia 


1.00 


dA) 


John Beshara 


2.00 


(2/-) 


26/28 


Karl Thompson 


1.00 


dA) 


Tom Eller 


- 2 . 00 


(2/-) 


26/28 


Chris Tretick 


1.00 


(-A) 


Jack Greene 


2.00 


(1/1) 


26/28 


Richard Uhr 


1.00 


(-A) 


Terry Kuch 


1.75 


(-75/D. 


29 


Brenton Ver Ploeg 


1.00 


dA) 


Dan Barrows 


1.70 


(1-7/-) 


30/31 


Charles Welsh 


1.00 


(-A) 


Mehran Thomson 


1.70 


(l.25/.5)30/31 


Norm Zinkhan 


1.00 


(i/-) 


Don Berman . 


1.53 


(.53/1) 


32 








Rick Brooks 


1.50 


(.5/D 


33 


Ken Davidson 


.£0' 


(•>/-). 


John McCallum 


1.33 


•■(-33/1) 


3U/35 


Mike ' Miller ' : 


.50 


(.5A) 


Larry St.Cyr 


1.33 


(.33/1) 


3U/35 


Dave Bischoff 


.33 


(-/.33) 


Hugh Anderson 


1.20 


(1.2/-) 


36/37 


Ken Levinson 


..33 


(.33/-) 


Peter Comber. 


1.20 


-.(.2/1) 


'36/37 


Bob Reiter ' . -■ 


.33 


(-A33) 










Dick -Reiter " / • 


' .33 


C-/.33) 


Tied players' are- listed 


in alphabetical 


Chr : is Wagridr ' 


' .33 


(.33/-) 


order, with Regular P,C . 


having prece- 


Chuck "Oarey-- - ; -' 


.25 


(.25/-) 


dence over Variant 


■p 4 c. 


for each letter . 


Cliff -Olilla- 


.25 


(.25/-) 










: Sherry Heap ■ 


.20 - 


(.2/-) 


We will' exclude position number from the 


Bob Komoda 


.20 


(.2/-) 


remainder of this 


list. 






Bill Linden 


,20 


U2A) 



BACK-ISSUES of Diplomacy Magazines — Our stock of back-issues of DIPLOMNES,"' 
DIPL0PK0BIA, FANTASIA, DIPSOMANIA, SUPkRCALIFRa^TLISTICEXPKLIDOCIOUS , ' ASTRA / ^ # 
LETHE, HYDROPHOBIA. , AUX ARISES 1 , BARAD-DUR, and misc. assorted Alderson 'zines , . 
is getting very low — if you need any back-issues, better get them' while /you : 
can. There are a couple of complete runs, plus scattered individual issues'.*' .. 
For prices, send want-list and 6$ stamped, self -addressed envelope* —DIM 



COMPLETED DIPLOMANIA- FAMILY GAMES 



DM (l966Cf) (Orig. IWJ-1966-EE) — Supply Ctrs Held at end of Year: 

Country/Player (s) 01 02 03 Oh 0$ 06. 07 off 09 10 11 12 13 lU 

A^H Ron Parks/Wayne HoheiseltF03) . ..... 3 2 1 0 - - - -.. r - - - - - 

SNG Al Huff /Hal Naus(S12) ............ U U U £ 5 ^ : U b" 5 o ° o ° « 

FRA, Terry Kuch (« mii) 5 5 6 ? 8 8 3 9 10 12 13 1* 18 18 

0SR Margaret Gemignani ....... h k 3 0 - r - - - — - - - - 

ITA Hark OwLngs/Dave Lebling(SOU)/ r . • ' 

' ' Larry St.Cyr(Fll) $ 6 8 fe "9 9 10^9 10 13^10 9^7 U $ 

RUS .Jim La timer/Conrad Von Ketzke(¥10) 6 8 6 8 9* 10*L1 8 6 6 6" U i| 3 
TUR ..George Parks/ Jack-:.Chalker(F03)/ 

Bill Forlines(S0lt.}/Ha-l Naus(SuD^) iti|653 2-2 20 

NEUTRAL 3 1 - - - -■ - - r - - - - - 

In DIPLOPIA (1901-S02), DIPSOMaNLi(Su02-S06), DIPLOPHOBIA(Su06), HYDROPHOBIA./ 
LIMBO (F06-507), DiPLCSPHOBLi/l<IIfflO(Su07-F07), DIPLOPHOBIA(W07-Wll) , LETHE/LIMBO 
(512-end). GM: Don Miller. . *Shcrt one. unit. ' '%hort two units. 

' S/(3tr Own ership, 1901-191U S/ctr Ow nership', 1901-191U (Cont.) 

Ank TTTTTRRRRRRRFF Rom I I I- 1 I I I' I I I I I F F 

Con TTTTTTBRIIIFFF Ven I I I I I I T'T I I F F F F 

Smy TTTTTTTRRFFFFF Tun I I I I F F F *F F F F I F F 

Bui TTTIIIIIIIIIII Bre FFFFFFFFFFFFFF 

Ore - - I i I I I I I R I I I I Mar FFFFFFFFFFFFFF 

Rum R R T R R I. I R I I R I R I p ar F F F F F F F F F F F F F F 

Ser A A A T I I I I I I I X I I Por F F F F F F F F F F F F F F 

Bud A A' I I I I .1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 Spa FFFFFFFFFFF F F F 

Trx I I I I I I I I I i IF F F Bel G 2 F F F F F F F F F F F F 

Vie A I. I I I I I I I I I F.F F Hoi - G Gf F F F F F F F F F S 

Mos HHERHRRREEREEH Ber GRRRRRRIIFFFFF 

StP JRRRREHHRBS.ES Kie GGGRRRRFFFFEBF*' 

oev RRTTRRR. RR R R R R R Mun G G R R R R R I F F F T F F 

Z Er5?"5HH R Den - 0 G R R RH R a E E E fi E l 

Swe R R R 3-e R R .R R JS E S3B' ^ffv?^"p * v V * * ! J ■ 
Nap inillinillFF •••• Lon E 3 E £ S E- E S-Vs E S E 3 ' ' 

ua..b you may tina in checking your owi records.)) ' /;^/ 

thish 35*. Free to c^triior cont^ ^ & ^ ** f 

extra issue on sub s ). Deadline ftr^A^ 12 °S appear M 

Review; S, Sample: T, Trad*- w ,!h ' , 1<; * 1970. address coae: R, for* 

Contributor; 2 LastisS^As J^ 1 ^- l*sUsh on \j, , 

~ , onx^ss you sub, trade, or contribute). f "* 

DIPLOMANL1 ' V-DLM - 

12315 Judson Road" , ' .'' 

Wheaton, Maryland' ; - ■ ' / ■ 

u.s.a. 20906 ; " ' ' m . . . , : .-i^r- 

Printed Matter Only - ' V • A J 9®m 

Third-Class Mail 3'-> 1 I W^.-,*^ .^f.V, 

Postage Guaranteed r\ , . ^ , ^ . ^ 



